We were in class when the headmaster entered, followed by a new boy not wearing the school uniform and a school servant carrying a large desk. Those who had been asleep woke up, and every one rose as if just surprised at his work. The headmaster made a sign to us to sit down. Then, turning to the teacher he said to him in a low voice:
'Monsieur Roger here is a pupil whom I recommend to your care; heTl be in the second. If his work and conduct are satisfactory, he will go into one of the upper classes, as becomes his age' (Flaubert, Norton, p. 1).
Clearly, it appears that the narrator is someone who is and has been privy to the life and times of Charles Bovary, but who also recounts the episode in first person plural. That separation tends to disassociate the narrator (and the writer) with the work and that distance gives it a semblance of fragile credibility. In other words, the narrator does not speak of the episode as witnessed by an T, but a 'we' and such a posture allows him the 'flexibility' to make errors of memory and insights of omniscience as he subtly shifts from first person plural to third person singular. But beyond the relative reliability of the narrator lies the foundation of the humour to follow for the layering (Nabokov's term) of character has already begun; not only is Charles in the last year of the lower school, but he is in a class of pupils who are his junior. But even being in a class of pupils who are younger than he, Charles is still out of place and nothing accents his marginality than the description of his clothes and, specificially, his cap.
